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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2 July 
2010 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-4,1 0-20, 23, 42-45, 51 -61 , 64, 83, and 93-1 07 are pending and have 
been examined. Claims 93-107 are mislabeled as "(New)" when, in fact, they were 
previously presented. Applicant's amendments have overcome the previous 35 U.S.C. § 
112 2nd and 101 rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-4, 10-20, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because based 
upon consideration of all of the relevant factors with respect to the claims, considered 
as a whole, are held to claim an abstract idea, and are therefore rejected as ineligible 
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subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Rather than claim a method which is performed 
by a machine (e.g. "storing, by a computer"), or causes a transformation, the Applicant 
has claimed a method performed by a human perse (e.g. "storing, using a 
computer..."). In the present claims the machine is merely an object on which the 
method operates. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-4,1 0-20, 23, 42-45, 51 -61 , 64, 83, and 93-1 07 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown et al. US 6301563 (hereinafter Brown) 
in view of Hargrove Jr. et al., US 5897619 (hereinafter Hargrove) 

7. As per claim 1 : 

Brown discloses a computer-implemented method for evaluating risk 
associated with underwriting an insurance policy, comprising: 

using a computer including a processor (see column 3 lines 34-37); 

storing, using a computer including a processor, for each of one or more 
locations (reads on "evaluation site": see column 3 lines 18-19) , high risk zones (reads 
on "spheres of influence"; see column 3 lines 20-24) that each form a risk ring forming a 
circle (reads on "sphere") in proximity to a location and that each identify, for each of 
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multiple perils, associated loss factors (reads on "type of hazard" see column 4 lines 3- 
6); 

receiving, using the computer including the processor, one or more locations to 
be covered under the insurance policy for one or more perils (see at least column 4 
lines 35-39); and 

automatically assessing, using the computer including the processor, risk 
associated with the one or more locations using the stored high risk zones that identify 
the associate loss factors for that peril (see column 4 lines 35-39) , including generating 
rating results for one or more perils, 

Brown does not teach wherein the rating results indicate whether that peril may 
occur at each of the one or more locations. 

However Hargrove teaches the use of rate tables which associate a location 
with the corresponding risk presented at that location, thus indicating whether that peril 
may occur at each of the one or more locations, (see at least column 2 lines 44-62, 
column 6, lines 42-56 and column 5 lines 21-27) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the 
practice of identifying circular high risk zones of Brown, the practice of administrating an 
insurance plan using rate tables as taught by Hargrove because Brown discloses the 
use of the system for determining spatial high risk zones related to insurance and 
Hargrove provides additional features to more easily acquire, portray and process 
spatial data related to insurance. Further the claimed invention is merely a combination 
of old elements, and in the combination, each element merely would have performed 
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the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings Brown and Hargrove to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
1. 

8. As per claim 2: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1, wherein automatically assessing 
further comprises: 

applying at least one business rule (see at least column 7 lines 1-9). 

9. As per claim 3: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1 , further comprising: 
providing selection of at least one of an underwriting analysis and a risk analysis 
(see at least column 6 line 42-56). 

10. As per claim 4: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1 , further comprising: 
providing setup of an event that may impact assessment of risk (see at least 
column 5 lines 21-27). 
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11. As per claim 10: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1 , wherein a location is selected by at least 
one of a company search, an address search (legal description), or uploading a file (see 
at least column 8 lines 35-49. For the purposes of applying prior art, the Examiner has 
interpreted this claim in the alternative as it has been presented. Any dependant claims 
relying on the unconsidered alternatives of this claim for antecedent bases will be 
rejected under the same rationale as this claim). 

12. As per claim 11, the claim recites "The method of claim 10, wherein selection of 
a location by company search further comprises: 

receiving at least part of a company name; 
searching for the company name in a business data store; 

and retrieving at least one address from the searching" (emphasis added). The 
antecedent basis for this claim is an alternative element of claim 10, specifically "a 
company search". This claim is therefore rejected under the same rationale as claim 10 
above, since it is a further limitation of an unconsidered alternative element. 

1 3. As per claim 12, this claim recites "The method of claim 1 1 , further comprising: 
determining that there are ambiguous addresses for the company name; and providing 
selection of at least one of the addresses" (emphasis added). This claim depends from 
claim 11 above which further limited an alternative element of claim 10. This claim is 
therefore rejected under the same rationale as claim 10 above, since it is a further 
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limitation of an unconsidered alternative element. 

14. As per claim 13: 

Hargrove does not specifically disclose a method of claim 10, wherein selection 
of a location by an address search further comprises: 

receiving a street address and at least one of a zip code and a city and state. 

However Hargrove does disclose entering the "legal description" of the location. 
It would have been obvious (if not inherent) to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a street address and at least one of a city, state or zip code in a 
legal description because this would have been a well known standard to identify a 
location for the postal service. 

15. As per claim 14, the claim recites, "The method of claim 10, wherein selection of 
a location by uploading a file further comprises: associating data in the file with a 
predefined format." The antecedent basis for this claim is an unconsidered alternative 
element of claim 10, specifically "by uploading a file". This claim is therefore rejected 
under the same rationale as claim 10 above, since it is a further limitation of an 
unconsidered alternative element. 

16. As per claim 15: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 10, further comprising: 

automatically geocoding the selected location (see at least column 8 lines 15-65, 
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wherein there is disclosed a field ID automatically assigned). 

17. As per claim 16: 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the location can not be 
automatically geocoded and further comprising: 

providing use of a spatial interface to manually geocode the location (see at least 
column 8 lines 15-65 wherein there is disclosed a manual selection of fields). 

18. As per claim 17: 

Brown discloses a method of claim 1 , wherein automatically assessing risk 
further comprises: 

performing a proximity analysis (see at least column 4 lines 7-15). 

19. As per claim 18: 

Hargrove does not disclose a method of claim 1 , wherein the rating results for at 
least one peril are displayed on a map. 

20. However does discloses location ratings results for locations for peril (column 5 
lines 22-27) and displaying data for a particular location in (see at least column 8 lines 
15-34) and also a policy map (column 11 lines 11-21). Rates on a field by field basis are 
also disclosed (see at least column 4 lines 33-49). It would have been obvious for the 
system to be capable to display the ratings for the fields on the map because this would 
have been a similar display to the well known predictive weather map for helping to 
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identify the risk associate with a policy or crop risks. 

21. As per claim 19 : 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1 , further comprising: 

providing drilldown into details of at least a portion of the rating results (see at 

least column 4 lines 33-50 and column 7 lines 9-21 , wherein it is disclosed that rates 

may be displayed and determined on a field by field basis) 

22. As per claim 20: 

Brown discloses a method of claim 1 , further comprising: 

providing exporting of the rating results (see at least column 4 lines 41-42). 

23. As per claim 23, : 

Hargrove discloses a method of claim 1 , wherein assessing risk associated with 
the location further comprises: 

assessing risk based on at least one of unbound policies and bound policies (see 
at least column 5 lines 43-61). 

24. As per claims 42 and 83, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 1 above. 
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25. As per claims 43 and 93, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 2 above. 

26. As per claims 44 and 94, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 3 above 

27. As per claims 45 and 95, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 3 above 

28. As per claims 51 and 96, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 10 above. 

29. As per claims 52 and 97, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 11 above. 

30. As per claims 53 and 98, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 12 above. 

31 . As per claims 54 and 99, these claims are rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 13 above. 
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32. As per claims 55 and 100, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 14 above. 

33. As per claims 56 and 101, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 15 above. 

34. As per claims 57 and 102, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 16 above. 

35. As per claims 58 and 103, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 17 above. 

36. As per claims 59 and 104, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 18 above. 

37. As per claims 60 and 105, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 19 above. 

38. As per claims 61 and 106, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 20 above. 
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39. As per claims 64 and 107, these claims are rejected under the same rationale 
as claim 23 above. 

Response to Arguments 

40. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RYAN D. DONLON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3602. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
7:30am to 5:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Kyle can be reached on (571 ) 272-6746. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner, Art Unit 3695 
September 9, 2010 

/Narayanswamy Subramanian/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3695 



